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groups of wastes are appropriate for disposal in each class of site, 

unless a specific waiver is given. For example, Group 2 wastes can 

ordinarily be disposed of only in Class I or Class II disposal sites. 

Where, as here, there is continuity between the site and usable ground- 

water, there must be geological or hydraulic features to assure 

groundwater protection. Where soil type or artificial barriers do not 

provide such assurances, adequate depth to qroundwater must be 

present (23 California Administrative Code, Section 2511). 

o Petitioner suggests that a Regional Board must have evidence of water 

quality impacts before adopting waste discharge requirements. !Ie reject 

this suggestion since it is clear from the legislative intent of the 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act that the Regional Boards have a 

duty to establish programs to prevent the degradation of water quality. 

Leaving aside for the moment the question of whether there is evidence 

of groundwater. degradation in this case, it does not follow that the 

waste discharge requirements are unreasonable if such evidence is absent. 

As we stated in Order No. 79-7, Group 2 wastes usually take more than 

50 years to stop decomposing and produc 

potential for water quality degradation 

sition is completed if leachate must pa 

ng leachate. Further, the 

may persist long after decompo- 

s through other materials before 

reaching groundwater, Under such circumstances of potential discharge, 

a requirement that there be an intervening level of soil between the 

wastes and the underlying groundwater appears reasonable without regard 

to evidence of present discharge effects on the underlying qroundwater. 

--- . . . .-.. 
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' The Regional Board Order is in fact supported by evidence of water 

quality impacts of the discharge. Contrary to Petitioner's assertions, 

our review of the data from the monitoring program discloses such an 

impact. While drinking water standards are not exceeded, the data 

shows a two to threefold increase over background levels in the concen- 

tration of chemical oxygen demand, solids, hardness, iron, and organic 

nitrogen. As the Regional Board staff concluded, these constituents 

are commonly used in the investigation of the effects of solid waste 

disposal on groundwater and all indicate an impact, 

l The Petition includes a contention that the elevation requirement 

contained in the 1969 Order was based on a mistake in fact. This 

contention was adequately addressed by us in Order No. 79-7. We affirm 

the conclusion we reached then: the 285 foot elevation requirement meant 

exactly what it said. In any event, this 1969 requirement was rescinded 

at the time the Regional Board adopted Order No. 80-017. 

0 The Regional Board Order is consistent with a Department of !4ater Resources 

recommendation that a physical barrier to restrict percolation be required 

if any Group 2 wastes are disposed of below elevation 280 feet. 

III. CONCLUSIONS 

After review of the record and for the reasons herein stated, we conclude 

that Regional Board Order No. 80-017 is appropriate and proper. 
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IV. ORDER -- 

IT IS IHEREBY ORDERED that the petition in this matter is denied. 

DATE: SEP 1L 1980 /s/Carla FI. Ba d 
Carla M. Bard, ihairwoman 

/s/\.Jilliam J. Miller 
Elilliam J. !:iller, Vice-Chairman 

/s/L. L. Mitchell 
L. L. Mitchell, Member 

/s/Jill B. Dunlan 
Jill B. Dunlap, Member 

ABSENT 0 
Falih K. Aljibury, Member ! 0~ 
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